SPD on Development and Flood Risk - representations

Para  Representation

1.3 Paragraph 1.3 on page 98 should read (PPS25) and (PPG25).

t F NF AN LK mdo Ffaz aidladSay adkKAa LRftAadOe ySSRa G2 oS YIRS |
question the need for this document in light of PPS25.

3 We would also stress the importance of recognising that flood risk has always has been an integral part of the character of the Broads. This
point deserves more emphasis.

34 Clarification is sought as to why the areas of tranquillity as shown on the proposals maps exclude all navigable water. Was this from the
base data provided by the CPRE, or a modification of the data performed by the Authority? If it is the later, how can this action be justified,
for the base data is either correct or in error on this point. In which case it brings into question the use of such tranquillity zones. We look
forward to understanding your manipulation of the data. The exclusion of places such as Martham Broads looks very peculiar!

34 Enhancing the navigation resource cannot be at the expense of nationally and internationally important nature conservation sites and
protected species.

35 There is opportunity to link the Flegg nature conservation sites with Halvergate through reversion of the arable land along the A1064 and
opportunity to link Halvergate to the Bure valley wetland by small scale reversion projects at Fishley.

35 Undertake wetland enhancement (creation of woodland and reedbed/fen links at Reedham to provide better linkages between the Bure
and the Yare valley fens and possibly enable flood storage (washland provision at Reedham).

35 Continue wetland opportunity areas along length of Waveney corridor to ensure a corridor between Halvergate-Haddiscoe Island and
Barnby.

3.8 Wildlife and conservation sites must be maintained, enhanced and EXTENDED.

3.10  We support the criteria for accepting development in flood risk zones set out in Policy CS20 and the last bullet of para 3.10.

3.10  Development must not be allowed to compromise future flood management initiatives, e.g. managed retreat. There should be no new
development on the 1:100 year floodplain, and no redevelopment of Brownfield sites on the floodplain. Opportunities should be taken to
REDUCE flood risk wherever possible, and this should be the guiding principal for all development and, crucially, new development on the
floodplain.
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4 Without repeating detail of the above... GBBAMO3 Coe, MrAT
"l have already had the opportunity to comment on the LDF Document and confine myself now to comments relating to the paras shown
under PO 10. | am conversant with the reasoning that has gone into the development of these policy options and have some sympathy with
the sentiment behind them. However, it has to be accepted that the Policy is not in accord with the requirements of PPS 25 in relation to
development of living accommodation within 3B , the Functional Floodplain. Arguments which seek to demonstrate the uniqueness of the
Broads in this regard (its always flooded, we know what to expect etc.) cannot fully anticipate the possible outcomes of flooding in the
50/100 year scenario. Rates of river flow, depths etc will all be uncertain.

Following the publication of the interim findings in the Pitt Review of summer floods it is clear that PPS 25 is likely to be more strictly

applied, not less.

| know the BA is aware of all this but my point is that | feel it will be necessary for Government to be persuaded to review and revise PPS25

if this policy document is to be acceptable. Note is made that the BA takes advice from the EA. The strict interpretation here must be that it
R2Sa4 Uaz2yYSdiAyvySaduo hy 2GKSNJ 200Faixz2ya A4 NBOSA@®Sa I RGAOS o
Members!)

A difficult issue | know but as a member of the EA Regional Flood Defence Committee | must declare opposition to this policy for reasons as
above."

X GKS 02YYSyida YdzadG o6S LI ASR G2 LI NFYINILKAEA AYy GKS {t5 U5
been adjusted. Paras 4.18 to 4.26 particularly apply . Paras 4.32 and 4.33 make it clear that the proposed policy is not in accord with PPS

25 . Proposed policy relies on acceptance that the nature of expected flood hazards will not change from those presently recognised. That
may be the case but this is by no means certain!

4.13 I consider that the last sentence of para. 4.13 should read: GINDO12 George, Mr Martin
"Some re-development will continue to be necessary and beneficial, for example to meet the social and economic needs of those who live
or work in the Broads".

413  4.13-4.26: 4.15 s particularly relevant. GBW34  Broom Boats Ltd

26 March 2008 Page 2 of 13



Para  Representation

4.13  4.13-4.26: Kingfisher (nos 3a-5) and Maidencraft (6-9) Boatyards have lost their hire fleets in the last few years, but carried on a boat
0dZAf RAYy3 | OGAQPGAGE LINPRAzOAYy3 | 62dzi FAOBS ySg o2lGa 2F onQ =
However the decline in tourism revenue has starved the business of funds for re-investment. Thus quay heading maintenance, & normal
raising of subsiding ground has not occurred, exacerbating flooding of the site which hampers the economic activity.

Renewal of yard services such as fuel, pump-out and potable water has been impossible. Installation of electric recharging and other
sustainable improvements would be a priortity on diversification success.

Old yard buildings that serviced the hire fleet have been tidied away but in general the yard is suffering development blight.

A planning application 2 yrs ago for holiday chalets, though welcomed by BA & parsih council was turned down on dogmatic advice from
Env Agency, and Highways.

Thus the fresh and carefully considered approach to planning and flood risk is welcomed, as we need diversification.

Riparian plant production and bank improvements to other sites on the Wensum using coir logs and baskets grown-on at the yard has been
one small diversification in association with Plantscape Exterior Ltd.

Future construction of floating accomodation units for environmental tourism is planned.

Replacement of the existing residential property (No 6) with a floating home is planned.

Such lateral developments are within the flood guidelines, and thus

should be fostered, otherwise economic activity and investment in the yard will cease, and blight will continue.

413 5S@St2LIYSYyd bSSRa Ay GUKS . NRIRA& IyR /2yOfdzaAz2yada ondmomnmndmc
limited new development and re-development to support the local economy and in order to fulfil its Core Strategy policies.

4.13  The objectives for the National Park are set by PPS7, they include commitment to the social and economic needs of those living in the
National Park. In addition, their function is meeting the need for recreation is a central part of the designation. Moreover, boating is a
central part of the character of the Broads and a key element in the living landscape. All of these matters of relevant and support the
arguments advanced by the Broads Authority. These wider points assist and should be included.

4.13  The objectives for the National Park are set by PPS7, they include commitment to the social and economic needs of those living in the
National Park. In addition, their function is meeting the need for recreation is a central part of the designation. Moreover, boating is a
central part of the character of the Broads and a key element in the living landscape. All of these matters of relevant and support the
arguments advanced by the Broads Authority. These wider points assist and should be included.

4.15 | think that the first sentence of para. 4.15 should read:

"Without some re-development the Broads Authority will not be able to achieve its core policies in respect of tourism and recrearation."

4.15 | think that the first sentence of para. 4.15 should read:

"Without some re-development the Broads Authority will not be able to achieve its core policies in respect of tourism and recreation."
The wording of the Conclusions section - para. 4.48 to 4.51 - should be adjusted in the same way.
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4.15  The economic value of the boating economy to the regional economy should be mentioned. The role of boat yards is not only in supporting GBWO4A British Marine

water-based recreation locally but has a significant role in the regional economy and the UK boating sector nationally. Federation
4.15  The economic value of the boating economy to the regional economy should be mentioned. The role of boat yards is not only in supporting GBW17  Royal Yachting

water-based recreation locally but has a significant role in the regional economy and the UK boating sector nationally. Association
4.17  4.17-4.20: We note that Par 4.17 states that appropriate development in the Broads has been defined as that which is compatible with your ~ SGO5C Environment

Spatial Vision and necessary to achieve the objectives of your Core Strategy. Agency

tF NI ndmy 3I2S8& 2y G2 adGrdS GKIG att{np asSia 2dzi I {SljdzsSydal

RSOSt2LIYSyd GKIG R2Sa y2aG O2YL} e gA0K GKAag® ¢tKS t NBFSNNB
shown in this paragraph and instead implies that alternative criteria to that shown in the PPS25 exception test would be used. We are
therefore unclear what the preferred approach is to be.

LG A& 2dzNJ 2LIAYA2Y GKIFIG GKS {t5 Olyy2i Ia OdNNByiteée RNI TGS
@dzt ySNI 6t SQ GeLlSa 2F tFyR dzAS gAUGKAY Cf22R %2yS 006 O6GKS Fd
within national policy (PPS25) and therefore the SPD is in conflict with the your Core Strategy policy CS20, which states that:

580St2LIYSyil 6AGKAY GKS 9Yy@ANRYYSyid ! 3SyodeqQa Ft22R Nxai 12
(i) compatible with national policy and when the sequential test and the exception test, where applicable, as set out in PPS25 have been
al GAaFTASRDE
¢tKS YSe tflyyAy3d hoa2aSOGAoSa aSOlAz2y 2F tt{wup asSita 2dzi GKS
development and flood risk are to ensure that flood risk is taken into account at all stages in the planning process to avoid inappropriate

RS@SE2LIySyd Ay FNBFa G Naal 2F FE22RAy3Is LyR G2 RANBOIU
FAYa Ay GKS O2yGSEG 2F (GKS aySSR F2N) Ol dziazy 6KSy O2y&aiR

U 0«
Z W

2S GKSNB¥2NB O2yaARSNI GKIG G4KS D2@SNYyYSyid KIFa SadlofAakKSR
inappropriate in Flood Zone 3b, referenced in PPS25, Tables D1 & D2. Table D3 also clearly states that these land use vulnerabilities should
not be permitted in Flood Zone 3b.

We feel that the Government has been very clear in stating that they do not want mapproprlate development perm|tted within flood risk
I NS ao tt{Hp= tINI5SGmMnI aidliddSa (KL GKS SEOSLIiAZY uSau axa
Cft22R %2YyS 00é3 o0dzi GKAA I LIISI NA u2 0S 6KIFIG Aa FR@20FGSR
Par 4.20 sets out the types of development that would be permitted in Flood Zones 3a and 3b, subject to a satisfactory Flood Risk
Assessment (FRA). As discussed above we do not consider that this approach is justified. In the context of the land use vulnerabilities
ALISOATASR AY tt{upz GFrofS 5uT S R2 y2i dzyRSNRGIYR ¢KIG 0K
/| £tSIENI& a2YS 2FFA0Sa gAft 0S tAY1ISR 6AGK gl GSNI O2YLI GAoGES
people into these areas and will not be just for those who are using the rivers.
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4.18

4.18

4.18

4.18

4.18

4.20

4.20

421

421

421

Representation

We support the additional specific criteria for the Exception Test. We welcome the inclusion of potential recreational and environmental
contributions from development in criterion 2.

¢tKS a02YYdzyAide o0SySTAaidée (Sad F2NJ GKS SEOSWLIiAz2y (Sai
self-sufficient community in any of the normally accepted definitions. The Broads was not delineated on community criteria; for housing
and other matters cross-border working is quite likely in operation. Those working in the Broads need to be considered, as do those using
the Broads for recreation together with the wider function of the Broads functioning as a National Park. At PPS25 Identifies water-based
recreation as being an appropriate use in the flood risk zones. This should be specifically referred to.

¢tKS a02YYdzyride o0SySTAadée (Sad F2NJ GKS SEOSWLIiAzYy (Sai
self-sufficient community in any of the normally accepted definitions. The Broads was not delineated on community criteria; for housing
and other matters cross-border working is quite likely in operation. Those working in the Broads need to be considered, as do those using
the Broads for recreation together with the wider function of the Broads functioning as a National Park.

At PPS25 Identifies water-based recreation as being an appropriate use in the flood risk zones. This should be specifically referred to.

AWS will be implementing a policy of resilience to its key assets that exist in designated flood plain, eg: wastewater treatment works.

Development must not be allowed to compromise future flood management initiatives, e.g. managed retreat. There should be no new
development on the 1:100 year floodplain, and no redevelopment of Brownfield sites on the floodplain. Opportunities should be taken to
REDUCE flood risk wherever possible, and this should be the guiding principal for all development and, crucially, new development on the
floodplain.

The PPS25 wording includes water-based recreation and should be included here.
The PPS25 wording includes water-based recreation and should be included here.

This policy needs to be written in a way that allows trends in design to be followed. For example, there is a trend towards larger individual
rooms. It is important that the final wording does not obfuscate the point.

Replacement dwellings is a challenging concept area that is not well covered in PPS25. Vulnerability of land use classification will not
change through re-development proposals, however the frequency and characteristics of flooding, for example, the duration and hazard,
will change with the influence of climate change, particularly in riverside locations.

It is important that the nature of flood risk now and in the future is understood in the consideration of any replacement dwelling
application. The PPS25 Practice Guide, Par 5.51, provides useful guidance in the factors that should influence the decision making process
with regard to the acceptability of the proposals. It would be helpful to applicants for the SPD to explain in more detail what would be

expected of an applicant with regards to the level of information that is required in support of a replacement dwelling planning application.
NBLX F OSYSy (i NBa
R2
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4.22

4.23

4.24

4.24

Representation Org ID

Replacement dwellings is a challenging concept area that is not well covered in PPS25. Vulnerability of land use classification will not SG05C
change through re-development proposals, however the frequency and characteristics of flooding, for example, the duration and hazard,

will change with the influence of climate change, particularly in riverside locations.

It is important that the nature of flood risk now and in the future is understood in the consideration of any replacement dwelling
application. The PPS25 Practice Guide, Par 5.51, provides useful guidance in the factors that should influence the decision making process
with regard to the acceptability of the proposals. It would be helpful to applicants for the SPD to explain in more detail what would be
expected of an applicant with regards to the level of information that is required in support of a replacement dwelling planning application.
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As far as we are aware, no specific guidance has been issued from the Department of Communities and Local Government (CLG) to suggest
GKFd StSYSyita 2F WtSaa @dzZ ySNIofSQ yR WY2NBE @dzZ ySNIof SQ ¢
compatible element on the basis of supporting the Broads economy.

We feel it is inevitable that flood risk can only be increased on these sites by intensifying land uses that attract more people onto these sites
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As far as we are aware, no specific guidance has been issued from the Department of Communities and Local Government (CLG) to suggest
GKFi StSYySyia 2F WfSaa @dzZ ySNIo6fSQ FyR WY2NB @dz ySNI 6f SQ f
compatible element on the basis of supporting the Broads economy.

We feel it is inevitable that flood risk can only be increased on these sites by intensifying land uses that attract more people onto these sites
OKIFYy g2dzZ R KIFI @3S 6SSy LINBaSyild KAAG2NROlIffte OGKNRAAK GKS F2NY

As for 4.20. Use of temporary consents might be included here.
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Para  Representation Org ID

4.24  Asfor 4.20. Use of temporary consents might be included here. GBW17

4.25  The restriction for replacement dwellings to the same footprint is too restrictive. Policy needs to take account of the demand for GBW34
bathrooms, inside toilets and modern facilities.

4.27  Query paragraph 4.27 which states that certain types of development will not be subject to the sequential test. PPS25 makes it clear that SDC03
the sequential test should be applied at all stages of planning. This includes when considering applications for windfall development, not
just when making allocations.

4.27  This paragraph is not correct. FRAs are not a stepped approach to minimising flood risk, they are assessments of risk that will, if applicable, =~ SG05C
include recommendations for mitigating that risk. They do not in themselves direct development away from high risk locations, this is for
planning policy to achieve, both national and local, which a FRA can follow and apply on-site, as appropriate.

Within PPS25 the sequential test is the primary method for local planning authorities to mitigate flood risk. As stated, it is the sequential
test that seeks to direct development to the lowest available flood risk locations. As your Authority has a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
(SFRA), you will have identified all flood zones defined in PPS25 (i.e. Flood Zone 1, 2, 3a and 3b). The sequential test therefore can be
applied across your Authority, as it would in any other. Whilst we accept that the number of available sites is likely to be fewer and the risk
of flooding higher than many other local planning authority areas, this does not prevent the application of the sequential test as intended in
PPS25. This is particularly appropriate to businesses and holiday accommodation for the safety of visitors to the area.

4.27  Raising plot levels in not appropriate unless alternative flood storage provision (1.5x) in that drainage compartment is made. Bunds/flood GIND128 Parmenter, DrJM

walls are not appropriate unless alternative flood storage provision (1.5x) in that drainage compartment is made.

4.28 | fully appreciate the dilemma currently facing the Authority as a consequence of the wording of PPS 25, and in general, and subject to the GIND012 George, Mr Martin

points made in para. 7 below, | accept what is written in paras 4.13 to 4.16 about the importance of water-based tourism and recreation,
and the need to safeguard the interests of those who live and work in the region. Having said that | am mindful of the contents of the note
issued by the Authority on 13 January '08 in which it is pointed out that 'more vulnerable development' (defined in PPS 25 as including
residential property) should not be permitted on land categorized as being part of a functional flood plain (3b). This raises the issue as to
what land in the region should be placed in this category, rather than in that defined as 'non-functional flood plain (3a) in the draft SPD.

4.28  4.28-4.33: Unlike other water-compatible though essentially vulnerable sites such as Brooms, Env Agency will be unlikely to assist in flood GBW30
protection at Bungalow Lane.

However it is proposed that half of the two yards will be raised
(4.37) to minimise future flooding while half is lowered to allow new floating buildings to be nestled.

Flood alleviation - At present any flood waters overflow across the yard into the marshes to the north.

It is advocated that this 10 Hectare unmanaged rough marshland (between Bungalow & Griffin lane) is properly converted to a Functional
Flood Plain to assist in sponging function by the installation of large two way underground pipe beneath the yard & lane. Such works should
be carried out with public funds.

Soft river headings such as flint filled gabions will also be favoured for obvious reasons of water absorption, lower wake reflection, plant
growth.
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4.29

4.30

4.30

4.30

Representation Org ID

Further explanation is required as to why the risk of flooding from the sea is not considered applicable in the case of the Upper Thurne part  SG04
of the Broads. The SMP provides a projected life of the Happisburgh to Winterton defence of between 20 -50 years. We understand

current defence standard is about 1 in 20, and should it breach/overtop then there is no counter wall to prevent the sea entering the wider

Broads.

We fail to understand how places like Brundall are not considered functional floodplain. They have no embankment and when the river SG04
reaches a particular height water has to flow upon them. Further explanation is required on this point.

In this respect, | do not agree that land bordering the rivers and broads which is from time to time subject to flooding should be categorised = GIND012
by the Authority as 'non-functional flood plain’ just because houses, bungalows, boatyards and other properties have been built upon it

over the past hundred years or so. In particular, | do not believe that the Authority is correct to claim, as it does in line 6 of para 4.30 of the

SPD, that such areas....."are not land where water has to flow or be stored". The amount of land occupied by the foundations of such

properties is in most cases very small compared with the surface area of the lawns and gardens surrounding them. These latter areas do, of

course, continue to receive and temporarily store water in times of flood, and it follows that they cannot, as claimed, be classed as parts of

a non-functional flood plain. | might add that the low-lying parts of both the areas quoted in para. 4.30 as examples of what should, in the

Authority's opinion, be categorized as 3a sites, namely Hoveton and Brundall, are in fact subject to fairly frequent flooding, and should

therefore be assigned to the 3b category.

The only substantial part of the region which can be correctly categorized as non-functional flood plain is the c. 20,000 ha expanse of
alluvial land generally known as the Drained Marshland Area. This has long been protected against flooding by embankments beside the
rivers and broads, and the degree of protection afforded it is currently being upgraded by Broadland Environmental Services Ltd, acting on
behalf of the Environment Agency, at a cost of c. £120 M.

It seems to me that the Authority, in putting forward the argument in the draft SPD that land in the Broadland flood plain which has had
houses and other properties built on it should be placed in category 3a rather than 3b, is in breach of the principal 'message’ enshrined in
PPS 25, namely that no new development should in future be permitted on any flood plain land, developed or otherwise.

In the light of this, and on the basis of the points | have made above, it seems to me that the Authority has no option but to state that it is
not prepared under any circumstances to give planning permission for new buildings within the functional flood plain. The need for a clear-
cut policy on this issue is accentuated by the near-certainty that flooding will become an increasing problem in the region in the coming
decades. Having said that, | am well aware that there will from time to time be a need to replace buildings on 3b areas, either because the
owner wishes to up-grade them, or because they have been damaged or destroyed by fire. Planning consent for such work should be made
conditional on the footprint of the new building (ie the area covered by its foundations) not being any greater than that of the one it is
replacing. If this condition cannot be met for some reason, the replacement building should be mounted on piles so that the land beneath
it can receive and temporarily store flood water, thereby fulfilling its role as part of a functional flood plain.

We strongly disagree with this paragraph. We regard areas such as Hoveton and Brundall as typical of areas that regularly flood through SG05C
natural processes and therefore are functional floodplains. Evidence of this comes from the repeated flooding of commercial units,

boatyards and other development. Moreover, if water cannot flow or be stored on this land then where does it go? As your vision states

GKS . NRIFR& Aada a'!'y dzyNARGIEtSR yl GdzNI tf& FdzyOQiAzyAy3a gSafl yR
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4.30

431

431

4.32

4.33

4.33

4.33

4.35

Representation Org ID
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floodplain (e.g. Hoveton shopping area and Lathams store and car park at Potter Heigham). As such areas could still be flooded in
SEOSLIiA2y Il f OANDdzvaidl yO0Sa (KSeé& INB ayz2yn¥dzyOilAazylfé Ff22RL
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contradicts the first. We regard those areas shown to be at flood risk on our Flood Map or the SFRA, where available, as floodplain. Parts of

this area function regularly, other parts less regularly due to the presence of minor defences (often 1 in 8 year or less). There is also a long-

term flood alleviation project running as a partnership between your Authority, us and the Broadland Environmental Services Limited
(BESL), which further indicates the functional nature of the area. We therefore recommend that these paragraphs be amended.

LG O2dzx R 6S I NHdzSR {(KIG Kdz3S INBF&a 2F INITAYy3I YINBRK SG§O® | GECTOL
banks are designed to be overtopped in exceptionally high floods when those marshes would of necessity store flood water.
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Given the approach being taken in this SPD we recommend that developed area maps be published within the LDF to show building
footprints that might be considered as Flood Zone 3a instead of splitting Flood Zone 3b into two sub-zones. This approach would then be an
interpretation of the PPS25 Practice Guide, Par 3.16, rather than an alternative policy.

Again further justification is required as to the subdivision of 3b into functional floodplain and non functional. What you have in realityisa  SG04
full spectrum from permanently flooded areas, areas with a low standard of defence and other areas with a slightly higher standard. All
however fall within the definition of 3b. At present we do not support the distinction to two types of 3b.

We support the intention of the Authority in seeking to allow prudent development which is vital to the economic well being of the area. GBW15
We are not sure that the current proposals will meet with approval from central government. We would be willing to add our voice in
support of the intent but wonder whether other stakeholders might be able to suggest alternative strategies.

WSTFSNBYOS (2 ab2ynCdzyOlA2ylf Cf22RLI I AYyé &aKz2dzZ R 6S NBY23SRSG5C

Given the approach being taken in this SPD we recommend that developed area maps be published within the LDF to show building
footprints that might be considered as Flood Zone 3a instead of splitting Flood Zone 3b into two sub-zones. This approach would then be an
interpretation of the PPS25 Practice Guide, Par 3.16, rather than an alternative policy.

¢CKS RSY2yaiaNYdGAz2y 2F WwWal¥FSQ RS@GSt2LIYSyid NBFSNNBR (2 Ay KSSG0sC
should be made clear within the SPD. We do, however, support the inclusion of information to address the potential implications of how

safe development will be achieved. Such information helps to clarify the issue of site-safety and the wider design-life sustainability of the

location in environmental, social and economic terms.
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435 ¢KS . NRFRa A& | 6SiftlyR NBONBIGA2Y FNBI &2 GKS (62 AYLX AOI GECTO1 Broads Society
2F RA&GNMHzZLIGA2Yy€é FNB LI NGAOdzZ NI & AYLERNIFYGT ¢S SELISOG 2001

boats should be regarded as an acceptable means of access and egress.

4.35  The safe access and egress requirements should include access and egress by boat within the Broads area. It would be helpful to refer to GBWO4A  British Marine
the length of flooding and to set an acceptable duration. Where floods come and go within the tidal period, the need for access and egress Federation
is less important.

4.35  The safe access and egress requirements should include access and egress by boat within the Broads area. It would be helpful to refer to GBW17  Royal Yachting
the length of flooding and to set an acceptable duration. Where floods come and go within the tidal period, the need for access and egress Association

is less important.

436 ¢KS RSY2yadNYdAz2y 2F Wil TSQ RS@GSt2LIYSyd NBFSNNBR (G2 Ay (KSSGO5C  Environment
should be made clear within the SPD. We do, however, support the inclusion of information to address the potential implications of how Agency
safe development will be achieved. Such information helps to clarify the issue of site-safety and the wider design-life sustainability of the
location in environmental, social and economic terms.

4.37  Raising Plot Levels: We agree with the list of issues identified. SG04 Natural England

4.37 I do not agree that raising plot levels should, as suggested on p. 113 of the SPD, be permitted in the functional flood plain. Nor should GIND012 George, Mr Martin
owners be allowed to surround their existing buildings with bunds or flood walls. Both forms of management would reduce the size of the
area available for the reception and temporary storage of water in times of flood, thereby making other 3b areas more susceptible to
damage.

437 +SNEB Ay iSNBaldAy3ar SaLlSoOAltte tF3IS mmo ¢ whkAaiay3d tt2G [ S@St SPTC093 Winterton PC

437 wl AaAy3a LX 20 tS@Sta ¢ AG A& RAFTFAOQdA G G2 dzy RSNRGI YR K2g NI GBAMIL Knight, MrWS
when the BESL flood model insists that bank raising and strengthening on the lower reaches of the rivers does not increase the risk of
flooding in areas upstream of the strengthening.

It is suggested that active consideration is given to the use of floating structures, for holiday accommodation and some service sector
buildings. This would minimise the height intrusion, except in times of flood. Floating walkways could provide safe means of escape at all
states of tide or flood event.

437 1'a 2R ASR G2 NIAaAy3d tf20G 9k2NI Ct22N [ S@Sta ¢ AG Aa t23A0GBW30 Kingfisher Boatyard
2OSNItf aSlknt S@St NRaSo ¢CKAA ¢g2dAZ R 0SS FFENI Y2NB Ay{1SSLAY3
other measures, and require only limited access/egress areas and services to be raised. As the future water rises are so unpredictable such
a solution offers greater flexibility.
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437 2SS FANBS 6AGK GKAA LI NFYIANFLK FYyR &dza3asSaid dGdKFG GKS NBIj dzi NB Y SGO5C
tft20 [S@OStaé¢ IyR gAUGKAY (GKS GSEG 2F GKS LI NYINFLK d&.dzyRa 2
2SS | f&a2 adz33Sad GKS AyOfdzaizy 2F || NBFSNByOS (2 GKS /[ D Rz
| 2yaiaNdzOGA2y e +F@LAfTLrotS +ta || R2gyf2IR R20dzYSyd FNRBY (GKS /]

www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/improvingflood.

4.37  4.37-4.47: Raising plot levels does affect the total water storage capacity of the Broads in time of flooding. However, for individual GECTO1
developments the effect is de minimis and therefore acceptable.
Point (v) is not relevant as it is only floor level not ground level which can increase the height and prominence of a building.

4.37  Asan alternative to minimum floor levels design in the Broads has accepted the ground floor may be flooded, particularly on boat yards. In  GBWO04A
Venice ground floors (including St Marks Cathedral) are allowed to flood, there are temporary walkways for pedestrians at these times.

4.37  Asan alternative to minimum floor levels design in the Broads has accepted the ground floor may be flooded, particularly on boat yards. In  GBW17
Venice ground floors (including St Marks Cathedral) are allowed to flood, there are temporary walkways for pedestrians at these times.

437 DS2RAOSNEAGE g2dzZ R 6S GF 1Sy Aya2 002dzyi AT LRAYG y2 @A A& GWCI6
3S2Y2N1LKz2f 238 2F GKS fI yRaoOl LISo¢

4.38  We welcome the statement that the Authority will not permit development where the accommodation of measures to reduce flood risk SG04
f SFRa (2 20KSNJ dzyl OOSLJiloftS 02yasSljdsSyO0Saz AyOftdzRAYy3I aly Ay

4.38  Strongly agree with this paragraph. SGO5C

439 2SS adz23Sad GKIFG LINBmE LI AOFGA2Y RA&AOdzaaAz2ya Ay@2t @S o020GK 2 SG05C

4.42  Generally, this would be included within a FRA as a natural output when considering flood levels against the topography of the site. SGO5C
However, we have no opposition to this being stated for clarity.

443 2SS St 02YS G(KS aidl GdSYSyid GKIG adzoaidl ydAlrt 3INRBdzyR NI A&aAy3a ¢ SGo4
to wildlife habitats or to significant trees, an inappropriate relationship to surrounding land or the diversion of flood risk to neighbouring
L 20a¢ o

4.43  Itshould be clearly stated that compensatory floodplain storage may be required as a mitigation measure for any ground raising operations.  SGO5C

443 DS2RAGSNEAGE ¢2dz R 6S GI1Sy Ayid2z | 002dzyi AT LRAYyG y2 @A A&GWCI6
3S2Y2N1LKz2f 238 2F GKS fl yRaOl LISoé

444  We strongly recommend that reference be made to the client/ developer responsibilities for Health & Safety and facilities management/ SGO5C
site-specific Flood Response Plans. These are important factors to consider on commercial sites, such re-development for tourist
accommodation, and are potential requirements for compliance with the Construction (Design & Management) Regulations 2007.

4.45 Reference to your SFRA should be made in this paragraph. SG05C
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446 ¢KS NBTFSNBYyOS (2 GKS h5ta R20dzySyid ySSRa G2 FYSYRSR (2 {KSSGosC
WSAaAtASYG /2yaiaNHzOGA2yé O0R2gyt2FIR I @LFLAftlIotS a adliSR o02@
448  4.48-4.51: | think that the first sentence of para. 4.15 should read: GINDO12
"Without some re-development the Broads Authority will not be able to achieve its core policies in respect of tourism and recreation."
The wording of the Conclusions section - para. 4.48 to 4.51 - should be adjusted in the same way.
448  4.48-4.51: Your conclusions as set out on page 23 of the SPD are incontrovertible by anyone who really knows the Broads and its history and GBAM11
KFa GKS FdzidzaNB adz00Saa 2F GKS | NBY I3SydzAySte albid KSIFNI¢®
4.49  The comments regarding the importance of water borne tourism, recreation and the navigation which is implied by these comments are GBAM11
extremely important.
449  Water-bourne tourism. GBW30
It is seen as essential to promote improved river bus & taxi or ferry services, especially on the Yare, where better river access to Norwich
would boost tourism, combat traffic congestion, and reduce CO2.
At Ferry Yard (3 Bungalow lane) a re-establishment of a passenger service would link Whitlingham and the future Thorpe Wildlife Broad.
In association a major drive to increase accessibility from the river via public landing staithes in Norwich would assist in openning water-
bourne tourism. Such staithes used to be more widespread & plentiful but have been either privatised or lost. Again floating jetty staithes
would be cheaper, safer & more effective. These could also be softened by riparian planting baskets.
450  The comments regarding the importance of water borne tourism, recreation and the navigation which is implied by these comments are GBAM11
extremely important.
450  Highly laudable proposals, if true vitality can be engendered without prohibitive risk aversion stifling private initiative. GBW30
4.6 Fully supported this core statement otherwise Broadland will decline. GHLD40
4.6 Reformulate CS20 as suggested above (see '‘General Comments'). GBWO4A
4.6 Reformulate CS20 as suggested above (see ‘General Comments'). GBW17
4.8 Overall a Local Authority Flood Risk Assessment would be appropriate for the whole Broads area or particular compartments of it. The test GBWO04A
O2dzZ R Ita2 o6S | LILX ASR 3ISYySNAOIfteée GKNRdIZAK | NREI RaA o6laSR C
4.8 Overall a Local Authority Flood Risk Assessment would be appropriate for the whole Broads area or particular compartments of it. The test GBW17
O2dzZ R f&a2 06S LI ASR 3ISYSNAOIFffe&e OGKNRdAdAK | NBEIRA o0lFaSR C
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Conc  We broadly support the conclusions, although they appear to be a more general summation of the topic rather than of the details discussed SG05C Environment
in this SPD. However, as stated above and in our response to the Preferred Options Development Control Policies DPD, these documents Agency
OdzNNBydte 4881 G2 FRO20FGS GKS FtGSNIGA2y 2F GKS D2OSNYYSy
Flood Zones 3a and 3b. This is not in compliance with national policy or your Core Strategy.

We do not consider that the approach put forward would be sound as set out. We therefore suggest that an alternative approach be
considered. As drafted, consideration is being given to developed areas (i.e. existing settlement boundaries) and then determining which
areas provide important flood storage in a 1 in 20 year flood and which would compromise flood storage capability through the presence of
a2t AR 0dAt RAYy3Iao® LyadSIFIRZ FYR SEA&GAY3 o0dAf RAYIQE F220LINR
this context. We believe that this interpretation would be supported by the PPS25 Practice Guide, Par 3.16 and would not give rise to
challenge when read against the commitments of your Core Strategy policy CS20.
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